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two considerations, taken together, appear to be con-
clusive as against the retention of this punishment on
our penal code.

It appears, then, that of the three grounds on which
capital punishment for murder is defended two are
entirely untenable; while on the third, which is
that on which only there is room for serious or
lengthened discussion, the balance is in favour of
the advocates of change. Those to whom the process
by which a conclusion opposed to the penal destruction
of life has thus been arrived at is unsatisfactory will,
it is hoped, admit that the question has at least been
presented in such a form as that the precise link in the
chain of reasoning which is supposed to be defective
may easily be pointed out, and the precise bearing upon
the general issue of any error which has been com-
mitted readily perceived. But, if the argument is
unsound, let it be confuted. The subject is one of
serious and terrible moment; and indifference or inac-
tion with regard to it on the part of those who possess
any means of influencing public opinion is only to
be justified by a carefully-informed conviction that the
system which sends murderers to the gallows will satisfy
the most searching test of philosophical examination.

Since the first publication (in 1861) of the preceding
observations, the subject has been referred to the con*
sideration of a Eoyal Commission. In their Eeport
the Commissioners state that they are unable to agree
upon the answer to be given to the question whether
or not the punishment of death should be altogether